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REMARKS 

Claims 1-4, 7-8, 13-16, 19-20, 25-28, and 41-44 are pending in the application. CI ims 1, 
33, 25, and 41 are independent. No claims have been amended, canceled, or added. 

Rejection of Claims 1,13, 25. and 41-44 Under Obviousness-Type Double Patentim 
In the Office Action, the Examiner provisionally rejected claims 1, 13, 25, and 41-44 
under obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-8 of U.S. Patent 
No. 6,778,033 to Wong et al. Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

In papers filed herewith, Applicants have submitted a Terminal Disclaimer disci timing 
the terminal part of any patent granted on the above-identified application that would extend 
beyond the expiration of the full statutory term of U.S. Patent No. 6,778,033. Api icants 
respectfully submit that the Terminal Disclaimer overcomes the obviousness-type louble 
patenting rejection. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner rec< nsider 
and remove the rejection to claims 1,13, 25, and 41-44. 

Applicants have provided herewith a copy of an Assignment from the inventors i 3 Intel 
Corporation. Applicants also have provided a copy of a Revocation and Power of Attorney listing 
the attorney signing the Terminal Disclaimer as having Power of Attorney to proseci te the 
present application. 

Rejection of Claims 1-4 Under 35 U.S.C $102to 
In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-4 under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) a* being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,366,154 to Pulvirenti (hereinafter "Pulvirenti"). A c urn is 
anticipated only if each and every element of the claim is found, either expressly or inhere itly, in 
a reference. (MPEP §2131 citing Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F. .d 628 
(Fed. Cir. 1987)). The identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is conta ned in 
the claim. Id. citing Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236 (Fed. Cir. 989)). 
Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 
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Amended claim 1 recites in pertinent part 44 wherein the voltage signal is coupled tc power 
a plurality of distributed oscillators, and wherein the plurality of distributed oscillau r$ are 
coupled to drive the clock distribution network asynchronously with respect to an external slock" 
(emphasis added). Applicants respectfully submit that IHilvirenti fails to teach at least thi se two 
elements recited in claim 1 . Applicant therefore respectfully submits that Pulvirenti fails t • show 
the identical invention as that of claim I. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit tha claim 
1 is patentable over Pulvirenti. , 

i 

In the Office Action, the Examiner asserts that '"wherein the voltage signal is cou iled to 
power a plurality of distributed oscillators, arid wherein the plurality of distributed oscillai >rs are 
coupled to drive a clock distribution network asynchronously with respect to an external dock 3 ' 
are seen as intended use of the apparatus in claim 1. The Examiner axgues with respeci to the 
Double Patenting rejection that '"The voltage signal'" can be used, coupled, applied or pi >vided 
to various devices, including but not limited to plurality of distributed oscillators," Apj icants 
respectfully disagree. 

MPEP §211 1.04 provides examples of claim language that may raise a question a* to the 
limiting effect of the language in a claim are: (A) "adapted to" or "adapted for" claus- s; (B) 
"wherein" clauses; and (C) "whereby" clauses. However, MPEP §2111 .04 makes it clear 1 lat the 
determination of whether each of these clauses is a limitation in a claim depends on the s >ecific 
facts of the case. For example, in Hojfer v. Microsoft Corp., 405 F.3d 1326, 1329, 74 U PQ2d 
1481, 1483 (Fed. Cir. 2005)j> the court held that Wen a "whereby" clause states a conditi -n that 
is material to patentability the whereby clause cannot be ignored in order to change the sul stance 
of the invention." Id. Moreover, the court distinguished "whereby" clauses in method claims 
from whereby clauses in other claim types. For example, the court stated that a "whereby :lause 
in a method claim is not given weight when it simply expresses the intended result of a ] cocess 
step positively recited." (Id, quoting Minton v. Nat'l Ass'n of Securities Dealers, Inc., 33 5 F.3d 
1373, 1381, 67 USPQ2d 1614, 1620 (Fed. Cir. 2003)). That is, a "wherein" clause in an 
apparatus or system claim may or may not express an intended result but the determina ion of 
whether such clause merely expresses an intended result depends on the specific facts of th i case. 
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As a first matter, claiml is an apparatus claim. As such, there is no presumption 1 lat the 
tc wherein" clause states an intended result of a process because claim 1 is not a process claim. 
Secondly, Applicants respectfully submit that "wherein the voltage signal is coupled to f iwer a 
plurality of distributed oscillators, and wherein the plurality of distributed oscillators are c mpled 
to drive a clock distribution network asynchronously with respect to an external clock" in * laim 1 
states a condition that is material to patentability and thus cannot be ignored in determin ng the 
patentability of claim 1. In claim ] "wherein the voltage signal is coupled to power a plur lity of 
distributed oscillators, and wherein the plurality of distributed oscillators are coupled to Irive a 
clock distribution network asynchronously with respect to an externa] clock" recites struc are, to 
wit; how the voltage signal is coupled and how the plurality of distributed oscillators are a upled. 
Coupling of the voltage signal to the plurality of distributed oscillators is thus not a resu : to be 
achieved by the voltage control circuit. Similarly, coupling of the plurality of dist ibuted 
oscillators is not a result to be achieved. Because Pulvirenti fails to teach at least the c two 
elements, Pulvirenti fails to anticipate claim 1. 



Claims 2-4 properly depend from claim 1, which Applicants respectfully sul mit is 
patentable. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 2-4 are patentable a well. 
MPEP §2143.03 provides that if an independent claim is unobvious, then any claim dep aiding 
from the independent claim is unobvious (citing In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2« 1596 
(Fed Cir. 1988)). It follows that if an independent claim is patentable over the art of recoi I, then 
any claim depending from the independent claim is patentable over the art of ecord. 
Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider and remo 'e the 
rejection to claims 1-4. 

Rejection of Claims 7-8 Under 35 U.S.C. S 103^ 
In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 7-8 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) a being 
unpatentable over Pulvirenti. To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, an Examine ■ must 
show three things: (1) that there is some suggestion or motivation to modify a refere ice or 
combine reference teachings to arrive at the claimed invention, (2) that there mus be a 
reasonable expectation of success, and (3) that the references teach or suggest each anc every 
element of the claimed invention. (MPEP §2143) Applicants respectfully traverse the rejec ion. 
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Claims 7-8 properly depend from claim 1, which Applicants respectfully sul mit is 
patentable. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 7-8 are patentable for .t least 
the same reasons that claim 1 is patentable. (MPEP §2143,03 (citing In re Fine, 837 F.2d 071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)). Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the Ex uniner 
reconsider and remove the rejection to claims 7-8. 

Rejection of Claims 13-16, 19-20. and 25-28 Under 35 U.S.C. 6 103^ 
In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 13-16, 19-20, and 25-28 ur ler 35 
U.S.C, § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,127,880 to Hoist et al. (Hen nafter 
"Hoist") in view of Pulvirenti. Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

Amended claim 13 recites in pertinent part "wherein the voltage signal is couj led to 
power a plurality of distributed oscillators, and wherein the plurality of distributed oscillat rs are 
coupled to drive the clock distribution network asynchronously with respect to an external ;lock" 
(emphasis added). Applicants respectfully submit that Pulvirenti fails to teach at least the ;e two 
elements recited in claim 13 and that Hoist fails to make up for the deficiency. Ap >licant 
therefore respectfully submits that Pulvirenti in view of Hoist fails to show the id intical 
invention as that of claim 13. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 13 is 
patentable over Pulvirenti in view of Hoist 

In the Office Action, the Examiner reiterates the position that "wherein the voltage signal 
is coupled to power a plurality of distributed oscillators, and wherein the plurality of dist ibuted 
oscillators are coupled to drive a clock distribution network asynchronously with respec to an 
external clock" are seen as intended use of the apparatus in claim 13. Applicants resp* ;tfully 
disagree. 

Claiml3 also is an apparatus claim. As such, there is no presumption that the "wJ erein" 
clause states an intended result of a process because claim 13 is not a process claim Also, 
Applicants respectfully submit that "wherein the voltage signal is coupled to power a plur: Uty of 
distributed oscillators, and wherein the plurality of distributed oscillators are coupled to . rive a 
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clock distribution network asynchronously with respect to an external clock" in claim 13 tates a 
condition that is material to patentability and thus cannot be ignored in determini \g the 
patentability of claim 13. In claim 13 "wherein the voltage signal is coupled to power a p urality 
of distributed oscillators, and wherein the plurality of distributed oscillators are coupled 1 » drive 
a clock distribution network asynchronously with respect to an external clock** recites sti ictuxe, 
to wit: how the voltage signal is coupled and how the plurality of distributed oscillat as are 
coupled. Coupling of the voltage signal to the plurality of distributed oscillators is thu not a 
result to be achieved by the voltage control circuit. Similarly, coupling of the plun ity of 
distributed oscillators is not a result to be achieved. Because Pulvirenti fails to teach at lea : these 
two elements, Pulvirenti fails to anticipate claim 13. 

Claims 14-16 and 19-20 properly depend from claim 13, which Applicants re$p< ;tfully 
submit is patentable. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 14-16 and 19-20 
are patentable for at least the same reasons that claim 13 is patentable. (MPEP §2143.03 citing 
In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)). Accordingly, Ap >licant 
respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider and remove the rejection to claims 13- 6 and 
19^20. 

Amended claim 25 recites in pertinent part fi6 wherein the signal received from the power 
source is coupled to power a plurality of distributed oscillators, and wherein the plun ity of 
distributed oscillators are coupled to drive a clock distribution network asynchronous] ' with 
respect to an external clock" (emphasis added). Applicants respectfully submit that Pu] /irenti 
fails to teach at least these two elements recited in claim 25 and that Hoist fails to make up for 
the deficiency. Applicant therefore respectfully submits that Pulvirenti in view of Hoist ails to 
show the identical invention as that of claim 25. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully subr it that 
claim 25 is patentable over Pulvirenti in view of Hoist. 

Claims 26-28 properly depend from claim 25, which Applicants respectfully sul mit is 
patentable. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 26-28 are patentable for at 
least the same reasons that claim 25 is patentable. (MPEP §2143.03 (citing In re Fine, 83 7 F.2d 
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1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)). Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests \ lat the 
Examiner reconsider and remove the rejection to claims 25-28. 



CONCLUSION 

Applicants submit that all grounds for rejection have been properly tra 'ersed, 
accommodated, or rendered moot and that the application is in condition for alio want 3. The 
Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned representative if the Examiner believes hat an 
interview might be useful for any reason. 

Respectfully submitted, 

BLAKELY, SOKOLOFF, TAYLOR & ZAFMAN 

Date: t/*>t/ls<* ^L^,1ti/A/L 

9 Jan L/ttle- Washington r 

Rfcg/No.: 41,181 
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